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Call to order 


The meeting was called to order at 9:45 a.m. 


Approval of minutes 


Concerning the minutes of the meeting of October 28, 1977, it was noted 
that Prof. Xistris should be added to the list of members present. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WEST, SECONDED BY PROF. FROST, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF OCTOBER 28, 1977, AS 
CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. FROST, SECONDED BY PROF. DUBAS, 
TRAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF NOVEMBER 18, 1977, 
BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien announced that there was a possibility that -the University 
might obtain some space at the Olympic site for athletic purposes. The 
committee which was appointed by the Government of Quebec to consider 
the possible use of the Olympic site has, among other things, recommended 
as a possibility that space be made available to Concordia and also to the 
University of Quebec in Montreal. The space which would be available 
would be within the norms for university space for athletic programmes. 
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The space, to some extent, would be shared space such as use of the 
swimming pool, but to a considerable extent there would be exclusive use 
space, which would be constructed within presently vacant space on the 
Olympic site. 


At the moment, the inquiries which Concordia has had from the 
Government have been, for the most part, at the level of whether or not 
Concordia was interested in this possibility and the answer that we have 
given was that Concordia was interested, provided that a host of practical 
problems could be worked out. At the moment, that was the stage that the 
matter was at and the Minister responsible for the Olympic site would 
undoubtedly be making some statement in the coming weeks on the future 
use of Olympic space, which would presumably contain some commitment 
or some indication of the Government's intention to move in this particular 
direction. 


Question Period 


Responding to a question concerning the Bookstore operation, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that there was some further information that he wished to have in 
order to clarify, in his own mind what the actual extent of the problem was. 
What was clear to him was that there were a certain number of individual 
cases where the book availability was bad. In each case this was for specific 
reasons. In one case it was a matter of an instructor in the course being 
appointed very late and the decision as to which book was to be used in the 
course was correspondingly late and the books were not available. There 
was another case where the same book was used in the previous year and 
again this year. In the previous year three copies of the book were sold and 
thirty-eight copies remained in stock and therefore the Bookstore did not 
re-order. What happened was that the book shifted from a recommended 
one to a required one without that shift in status being taken into 
consideration and, in consequence, there was a shortage of books. There 
was a limited number of cases of that kind in which there was a substantial 
shortage of books. What he was trying to get more information on was 
whether, apart from that very short list of ad hoc cases, there was any 
significant number of cases where there was a marginal shortage of books 
as a result of the Bookstore having reduced the order by a small number in 
attempting to run the inventory as tightly as could possibly be done. 


Responding to a question concerning the possibility of extending the open 
hours for the Drummond Science Library on the Loyola campus, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that in a way it seemed that this was parallel to the situation 
that existed on the Sir George Williams campus where one of the Libraries 
was open but the other was closed. While he did not have an immediate 
answer to the problem, he noted that Dr. Filion, the Director of Libraries, 
was present and had heard the comment and could take the question up with 
the Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance. 
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Reports from Councils, etc. 


Mr. Hedmann presented a verbal preliminary report from the Student 
Academic Caucus on the results of an L.S.A. questionnaire on the Vanier 
Library which had been recently circulated among students on the Loyola 
campus. He advised that members of Senate and members of the Senate 
Library Committee would receive a further report and results within the next 
few weeks. S.A.C. was encouraging all members of Senate to study the 
results and the conclusions drawn from the results, and for members of 
Senate to work towards an improvement in the poor situation existing in the 
Vanier Library. Dr. Breen, Vice-Rector, Academic (Arts and Science), 
advised that as of January 1, 1978, there would be a single chairman 
appointed for five merged departments within the Faculty of Arts and 
Science. These were in. Biology - Dr. R.M. Roy; in Chemistry - Dr. R.E. 
Townshend; in Classics - Dr. S. Casey; in Economics - Dr. B. Sahni; and 
in Political Science - Dr. E.M. Price. Further appointments would be 
announced in January and February. Graduate Curriculum Changes 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he would invite Dean French to present the 
Graduate Curriculum changes on behalf of the Board of Graduate Studies. 
The report from the Curriculum Coordinating Committee 
(DOC-US-77-17-D8) has been circulated, but since, in general, there were 
not very many detailed comments to be made he did not intend to ask Prof. 
Whitelaw to systematically present the U.C.C.C. report on each and every 
item. Rather, he would invite Prof. Whitelaw to speak at whatever point in 
the presentation it would seem logical to do so. It would then be open to the 
Faculty or Divisional Deans to add whatever comments they might wish to 
make. 


In presenting the Graduate Curriculum changes (DOC-US-77-17-Dl), Dean 
French advised that there were a few minor changes that he wished to read 
into the minutes. 


Concerning the Ph.D. in History (DOC-US-77-17-D)), it should be noted 
under item number 1, that of the three comprehensive examinations, ??two 
will be in the major area of study, and one will be in a minor area of study". 
Dean French advised that that phrase had been caught at B.G.S., but had 
not yet been approved by the Arts and Science Faculty Council and he 
intended to add the qualifier that "approval of the phrase by Senate was 
subject to ratification by the Arts and Science Faculty Council”. 


Also, the equal (=) signs on page 2 of the proposal for a Diploma in English 
(DOC-US-77-17-Dl) should be deleted. 


Page | of the Proposed Major Modifications, Faculty of Arts and Science - 
Division II, which was titled "Chemistry - Option B (Teaching of 
Chemistry)" should be removed. The phrase "and V should be added to the 
proposed modification to the Master in the Teaching of Mathematics 
CM.T.M.). Again, this change was subject to approval by the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council. 


Further, the words "and Computer Science" should be removed from the 
title page of the Proposed Major Modifications, Faculty of Engineering. 


It was noted that the phrase "Chemistry (Option B; Teaching of)" should be 
deleted from the title page of the Proposed Major Modifications, Faculty of 
Arts and Science - Division III. 


With respect to the proposal to suspend the Chemistry - Option B (Teaching 
of Chemistry) programme, Dean French explained that at some point in the 
rather lengthy process that those things go through, it was thought by 
someone that the Chemistry Department wished that Option B be suspended 
or withdrawn. It had been pointed out at B.G.S. that that was not the 
intention of the Chemistry Department, of Division III, nor of the Faculty of 
Arts and Science. There were no students admitted to Option B for the 
current year and no students will be admitted to the programme in 1978/79. 
However, the intention of the Department and the Division was that the 
programme be kept on the books with a footnote that the Option would be 
offered again when a demand warrants it. That was, they did not want the 
programme withdrawn or cancelled and in that respect, it was felt that the 
word "suspended" was ambiguous. Hence the request that the page be 
removed. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. WEST, 
THAT THE GRADUATE CURRICULUM MODIFICATIONS DEFINED 
IN DOCUMENT US-77-17-Dl AS CHANGED, AND WITR THE 
CHANGES TO THE PH.D. IN HISTORY AND THE M MASTER IN 
THE TEACHING OF MATHEMATICS SUBJECT TO RATIFICATION 
BY THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL, BE APPROVED. 


In presenting the Report from the University Curriculum Coordinating 
Committee (DOC-US-77-17-D2), Prof. Whitelaw drew Senate's attention 
to the problems associated with changes in course credit values that were 
not accompanied by the creation of a new course number. He urged all 
those responsible for such changes, to ensure that when the credit value of a 
course was changed, a new course number be created. Otherwise it causes 
trouble, not only internally in the record keeping, but also with outside 
agencies such as the Classification Branch of the Ministry of Education. 


With respect to the Diploma in English, Prof. Whitelaw drew Senate's 
attention to the concerns of U.C.C.C. and its suggestion that any 
announcement of the programme should be accompanied by a statement to 
the effect that the University was considering what measures could be taken 
to improve writing skills, including the possibility of special courses or 
programmes. 


Concerning the Diploma in English, Dean French emphasized that the 
English Department had carefully surveyed the teachers of English in the 
High Schools and had established the programme on the basis of that 
liaison. While one may agree with the sentiments expressed by U.C.C.C., 
it should be pointed out that the teachers for whom the programme was 


designed did not want a programme that teaches the writing skills that 
U.C.C.C would like the programme to teach. 


In supporting the statement suggested by U.C.C.C. concerning the Diploma 
in English, the feeling was expressed that there seemed to be something that 
gives a greater prestige to someone who teaches English literature over 
someone who teaches English language skills. Also, there was no doubt 
that the possible clientele, the teachers of English in the schools, look 
forward to seeing themselves taking a course on Shakespeare and do not 
look forward to taking a course on teaching someone how to spell. 
However, the feeling in the public at large was that what was needed in the 
general condition of the schools was indeed something that would meet the 
question of literacy. While the English Department was quite right in saying 
that what the potential clientele would like was a stimulating diploma 
programme in English literature, nonetheless, what the community as a 
whole would like to see was teachers developing different skills so that the 
historic situation in the schools vis-a-vis literacy gets corrected. 


It was pointed out that the English Department was presently involved in 
drawing up their ideas about competence in written expression, the 
problems and the kinds of demands that should be made, and would be 
shortly presenting a document to the appropriate bodies. It was also noted 
that one full course in the programme was devoted to a history of the 
English language, the patterns of English speech and advanced stylistics, it 
being felt that that would be a strong motivational component that had not 
been included in earlier versions of the programme. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY 
PROF. WATERS, THAT THE PHRASE "TO BE OFFERED AT THE SIR 
GEORGE WILLIAMS CAMPUS" BE DELETED FROM THE TRIPLE 
ASTERIK NOTATION ON PAGE 2 OF THE DIPLOMA IN ENGLISH 
PROGRAMME (DOC-US-77-17-Dl). 


It was explained that the original document had been drafted before the 
merger of the Arts and Science Faculties and it no longer seemed 
appropriate to say that any course would be offered on one campus or the 
other. 


Dean French advised that while B.G.S. would undoubtedly support the 
amendment, he felt it would be appropriate that it also be ratified by the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that since the other changes were to be ratified by the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council, he presumed there would be no objection 
to sending this amendment the same route, and that could be added to the 
amendment. 


However, it was agreed that since the amendment was really only a matter 
of which classroom the course would be taught in, rather than a matter of 
curriculum, it was not necessary to send it back to the Council for 
ratification. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


It was suggested that since the equal signs have been deleted from the 
summary chart on page 2 of the Diploma Programme in English, an editorial 
modification should be made to the sentence immediately preceding the list 
of courses. It was also hoped that the person or persons in charge of the 
programme would maintain reasonable control over registration in those 
courses which were largely similar and that in the longer term, the 
Department would get around to creating a unique set of courses with a 
unique set of course numbers for the programme. 


Dean French stated that that point had been raised at B.G.S. and the 
response that was given was that the English Department was indeed 
working on a unique set of courses with a unique set of course numbers and 
that change would take place in the not too distant future. B.G.S. was also 
advised that the registration control mentioned above would be exercised. 


Responding to a question concerning the courses in the programme, Dean 
French advised that not all of the courses were joint undergraduate and 
graduate courses and advised that the formula that evolved at B.G.S. stated 
that a minimum of 40 percent of the courses in a graduate Diploma 
programme must be uniquely at the graduate level, while 60 percent may be 
joint graduate and senior undergraduate courses. He explained that in the 
Diploma in English programme, fourteen of the credits were exclusively at 
the graduate level. 


Concern was expressed over the fact that there appeared to be only two 
courses at the graduate level in the list of courses and it was also stated that 
it was difficult to understand why students and teachers who wished to 
study literature courses could not follow the M.A. programme in English 
literature and why a Diploma programme could not be set up along the lines 
suggested in the U.C.C.C. document. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BERTRAND, SECONDED 
BY PROF. VERTHUY, THAT THE DIPLOMA IN ENGLISH 
PROGRAMME BE TABLED. 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that U.C.C.C. was not really questioning the 
programme itself, hut was. rather-attempting to place outside expectations. 
He also pointed out that the document on Competence in Written Expression 
expressed some doubt about the response that we could expect from the 
teaching community over a programme for writing skills alone. This was 
based on studies carried out by U.C.C.C. last year which indicated that to 
put together a Diploma programme on writing skills would not be as simple 
a matter as one may think. and also, may not get much of a response. He 
further advised that there was a problem in the good teaching of English 
literature in the High Schools and there was a need to give more literature to 
the people presently teaching English in the system. 


With respect to suggestions that attention should be given to developing a 
Diploma programme directed towards improving writing skills, Dean 
French advised that the proposed Diploma in English literature now before 
Senate had gone through a lengthy process, including consultation with the 
clientele, and he did not think that approval of the programme should be 
delayed on the grounds that there was another Diploma that we should 
perhaps offer, namely a Diploma in English Literacy, He reminded Senate 
that the English Department was considering such a programme, which 
likewise might well take three years to evolve. 


Concerning the question of graduate level courses, Dean French explained 
that the graduate level programmes at Concordia have worked out over the 
years a fairly involved and satisfactory approach whereby a minimum of 40 
percent of the courses must be uniquely at the graduate level and also a 
maximum of 60 percent of the courses may be joint graduate/undergraduate 
courses. Having joint courses was a universal practice in North America 
and was not therefore, ipso facto, a wrong thing. The real question was 
how it was done and at Concordia a number of safeguards are taken to 
ensure that when we have a Joint graduate/undergraduate course, the 
graduate students are treated appropriately. He urged Senate not to table the 
Diploma in English. 


It was argued that the question of competency in written expression was a 
very wide question and one that involved the responsibilities of the 
University community and other areas and if we hold up this programme 
until we resolve that problem, we may indeed hold it up for a very long 
time. 


It was pointed out that in order to be admitted to the programme, what was 
required was a Bachelor's degree with a Major or Minor in English, or their 
equivalents and it seemed that all that the proposed programme was really 
doing was reinforcing courses of the same type as those used for a Major or 
Minor in English. If teachers were in such dreadful shape as students now 
coming out with a Major in English were, it was wondered how giving 
them three or four more of the same kind of courses was going to 
strengthen their abilities as teachers. It was argued that what we need to do 
was to send the document back and have a package put together consisting 
of part literature, part composition, and probably also something on how to 
teach literature and composition. 


It was pointed out that it was not just more of the same and that English 
Majors were not allowed to take the basic courses in the programme, but 
rather, were required to take advanced or specialized courses. Also, courses 
such as those on the history of language, prose style, and seminars, were 
not given to students following a Major in English. 


It was suggested that the Admission requirements should be changed to 
allow people with a major in a discipline other than English, for example, a 
Major in History, into the programme. 


It was argued that it was not valid to say that the basic required courses, 
English 344, 375, 315, and 318, were not open to students majoring in 
English, at least not insofar as the students on the Sir George Williams 
campus were concerned. Those courses were open to all students taking a 
Major, Minor or Honours programme in English. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that Senate should now come to a decision on the 
issue. The question was not whether Senate was going to rewrite the 
programme but rather, it was either to approve the programme or to table it. 
While the amendment on the floor was simply to table the Diploma in 
English, he presumed that the expected content of the amendment was to 
table it and to send it back to the Board of Graduate Studies and the Faculty 
of Arts and Science for reconsideration in the light of the sentiments that 
have been expressed at Senate. 


THE AMENDMENT TO TABLE AND REFER BACK TO B.G.S. AND 
THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE WAS VOTED ON AND 
RESULTED IN A TIE VOTE. 


The chairman, in voting for the amendment, explained that considering the 
level of doubt indicated by the tie vote, it would be inappropriate to approve 
the programme. 


With respect to the M.A. in Judaic Studies programme, concern was 
expressed over the possibility of granting credits for courses taken at Bar 
Ilan University without actually seeing what those courses were. 


However, it was explained that any courses taken at Bar Ilan University 
towards the M.A. in Judaic Studies at Concordia University must be 
approved in advance by the Graduate Programme Director. Also, that the 
Philosophy courses referred to under item 7 a) were courses in Jewish 
Philosophy only, and only those that were specifically relevant to the M.A. 
in Judaic Studies would be allowed. 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Dean French advised that for the. benefit of B.G.S., the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council and the English Department, he wished to have the 
significance of the referral back of the Diploma in English clarified. 


His understanding was that basically it was being referred back for two 
reasons. One was that the programme was devoted more to literature than to 
literacy and presumably, Senate was asking the Department of English, the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, and B.G.S., to start de nova, reconsult with 
the people with whom they have consulted over the 'past three years, and 
produce a diploma that those people do not particularly want. The other 
issue had to do with joint graduate/ undergraduate courses. This was a point 
that B.G.S. has discussed at least once a year for the last seven years and 
has evolved a policy, the criteria of which have been met by the programme 
that was being referred back. The effect of the referral was to ask B.G.S. 


yet again to indulge in a one or two year study of its criteria for joint 
graduate/undergraduate courses. In other words, it was his understanding 
that this particular Diploma that has been evolving for three years has been 
rejected. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DESPLAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WHITELAW, THAT THE PRESENT BOARD OF GRADUATE 
STUDIES RULES ON THE USE OF JOINT GRADUATE/ 
UNDERGRADUATE COURSES WAS NOT AN ISSUE IN THIS 
PARTICULAR CASE. 


It was explained that the motion was being made in an attempt to clarify to 
what extent Senate was questioning the issue of joint 
graduate/undergraduate courses insofar as the Diploma in English was 
concerned. 


It was also explained that the concerns which had been expressed 
previously on the question of joint graduate/undergraduate courses were not 
really concerns with the basic principle, but rather with the particular 
decisions that were made in the case of the Diploma in English programme. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Dean French wondered if Senate really wished the Department of English to 
start de novo to evolve a quite different diploma programme, with the stress 
on literacy.. Or, did Senate wish the English Department and the Faculty of 
Arts and Science to take the Diploma in English programme as presented 
and modify it so that there was a greater stress on the literacy side. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it was in the nature Of things that if a body as large 
as Senate decides to reject or accept something, it would be for varying 
reasons in the minds of various people. To say that this was an instruction 
de novo was exaggerated and in fact, a de novo start did not have any 
meaning in this particular instance, in-that one cannot wipe out the thought 
and consultation that have taken place. 


However, there was a sentiment that came up repeatedly during the 
discussion, that a greater emphasis on the teaching of literacy and on how to 
teach literature effectively might well be worked into the programme. 
Whether in fact the English Department and the other bodies should come 
back with a single all-purpose diploma less exclusively literature-oriented 
than the proposal which Senate has been. discussing; whether they should 
come back with two diplomas, one slanted towards literature and one 
slanted towards literacy, but both available simultaneously; whether they 
should reconsider the clientele a little more closely; whether they-should 
give the clientele what was good for them, whether they liked it or not; these 
were all elements present in the debate. To say which of these were primary 
elements would require another debate equally long and probably would not 
prove satisfactory. 


Senate agreed to proceed to the next item on the agenda. 


77-17-8 


Academic Re-evaluation (continued) 


Dr. O'Brien explained that document US-77-17-D2 was written in 
accordance with the approach that was represented by the Engineering 
Faculty Council document 77-9-8, which was accepted in principle at the 
last Senate meeting. The document was complete in the sense that it 
contained all the elements necessary to make the proposed system work. 


Responding to a question concerning items 4 and 6 in document 
US-77-17-D2, Dr. O'Brien advised that undoubtedly one could have a 
system whereby the appeal could be submitted directly to the department 
chairman without involving the office of the Faculty or Divisional Dean. 
However, the reasoning behind the proposal as it was presently worded 
was that as soon as one reached the formal stage in the re-evaluation 
system, we must then try to identify a control office which will be 
responsible, not for the findings at the next stage but rather f or seeing that 
the process was carried out. In the past this has tended to be the Registrar. 
This was by no means necessary and if it was preferred, we could simply 
say that at this point in the system the appeal will be lodged with the 
department chairman. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, expressed concern over the question of 
where the original application for re-evaluation was to be lodged. He noted 
that the document CUS-77-17-D2) mentioned an "appropriate form" and he 
was concerned that if each Faculty was to be directly involved at the formal 
stage we could end up with a proliferation of different types of application 
forms. In order to avoid that possibility he urged that a single f orm be 
established. 


Also, he expressed the feeling that the first sentence in item number 4 which 
stated that "a formal application for re-evaluation will be made to the office 
of the Faculty or Divisional Dean for the course in which the student 
is-enrolled" would lead to considerable running around by students who 
were taking elective courses from another Faculty and would have difficulty 
in locating the appropriate Faculty Dean. He recommended that the original 
application for re-evaluation still go to the Registrar, who would then direct 
it either to the Chairman, the Dean or wherever the case may be. This would 
allow for centralization of paper in order to be able to develop any statistical 
data that may be required in the future and it would also allow for necessary 
follow up in re-evaluation cases. 


Mr. Adam also expressed concern over the time lag involved in the 
proposed re-evaluation system in that if one considers the fourteen days that 
a student has to apply, plus the two twenty-one-day options for the original 
re-evaluation and the appeal, we would end up with a total of fifty-six days 
before a response might be available. 


With respect to the requirement that the application must be made within 
fourteen days of the initial release of the grade, it was argued that 
considering that the first approach was to the instructor, the fourteen day 


time period appeared to be too short and should really be changed to 
fourteen school days. 


It was suggested that the fourteen day time period should begin only with 
the official release of grades which was the mailing of the grade report to the 
student around the end of May. In many instances grades are unofficially 
released on a bulletin board which in effect allowed more than the fourteen 
day time period for students to initiate the first step in the re-evaluation 
process. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that if it was agreed that the fourteen day time period 
begins only with the official release of the grades, the concerns expressed 
over the shortness of the time period in which the application must be made 
would be answered in part by the fact that the fourteen days could be 
extended by the Dean in particular cases. Another part of the answer would 
be that for many students and for many courses, the grades would have 
been received earlier by virtue of posted grades, inquiry of the professor, 
etc. This means that for most students the time period would be longer than 
fourteen days, 


It was stated that if it was presumed that the phrase "re-evaluation of any 
grade" in item number | meant re-evaluation of final grades, this would 
mean such grades would be coming out at a time when instructors and 
professors would not be around. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that in general professors were supposed to be 
available at least until the end of May and the tradition really was that they 
be around until after Convocation. 


Concerning item number 7 it was wondered why it was necessary to impose 
on the department chairman the obligation to try to get in touch with the 
student and the instructor to interview them, especially in those instances 
where a group of students are appealing grades in a particular course. In 
such cases, the chairman may know, even before an official appeal is 
received, where the difficulties are. 


What we really want the chairman to do was to decide whether or not there 
was a case for re-evaluation or investigation and we should leave it to the 
chairman's discretion as to how he was going to do. that. 


It was suggested that Senate should try to resolve the question of which 
office an appeal was to be lodged with by taking a straw vote. The 
alternatives mentioned so far were the Registrar, the office of the Dean, and 
the Department Chairman. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that in the discussion so far there has been implicit 
acceptance of the thrust of document US-77-17-D2 even though there have 
been some questions on details. He would not like to see Senate spend a lot 
of time discussing the details and then decide that it did not like the thrust. 
What he was attempting to do was to ensure that Senate was satisfied with 
the general thrust of the document. 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators that he had invited those who might object 
to the thrust of document US-77-17-D2 to say so and those who have 
spoken have not objected to the thrust but have raised certain questions on 
detail. He therefore took it as being established at this point that the decision 
in principle from the last Senate-meeting still holds and the general approach 
that the document represents was acceptable to Senate. Senate should now- 
turn to the details of the system. 


77T-17-9 Responding to a question concerning . the possibility of either a 
faculty member or a student refusing to appear before a Faculty Appeal 
Committee, Dr. O'Brien explained that there was no legal authority to 
compel a person to appear before the Committee. However, in such 
circumstances, the Committee would have to find as best it could and that 
decision holds. Also, the answer to that kind of thing does not lie nor never 
will lie within the regulations. If someone feels that the regulations have 
been improperly applied or if what was being done was unethical, they 
would presumably raise a complaint with the Faculty Council, the Board of 
Governors, or wherever they see fit, and the matter would get looked at and 
followed up. But the answer did not lie within the regulations which were 
now before Senate. Dr. O'Brien pointed out that the first three items in 
document US-77-17-D2 had to do with the first steps in the re-evaluation 
process. That was, ,the stage at which the student meets with the instructor 
and tries to work things out. 


With respect to the phrase "any grade" in item number 1, it was explained 
that while the idea of being able to apply for re-evaluation of final grades 
was present in earlier discussions, in the discussion of the Engineering 
Faculty Council proposal, there was the idea that if a student did not like a 
grade received on a term paper, that student would not wait until the end of 
the year to initiate reevaluation, but rather he would contact the instructor 
immediately. It was in that sense that the phrase "any grade" was being 
used. 


It was further explained that the general notion of the Engineering Faculty 
Council was that one should not force a student who wants to question 
some part of his work for which he has received a grade earlier in the 
process, to have to wait until the final official grade was released before any 
review or procedure could begin. The idea was that the day after a grade 
was received the student could contact the instructor and initiate the first 
three steps in the re-evaluation process. If at that point the student was still 
not happy, it was still not the idea of E.F.C. to make the student wait until 
the release of the official grade to start the appeals process. And in that 
respect, item number 5 should be interpreted as establishing the outside time 
limits for any appeal. 


Senate was advised that it was the feeling of the Student Academic Caucus 
that partial grades should be appealable up to the stage of appeal to the 
Committee, so that at least the student would be on record as officially 
protesting a partial grade. Also, an official appeal to the Committee should 
not be made until the final grade was available. 


It was argued that if all grades were open to re-evaluation, including grades 
assigned for class tests, home assignments, case reports, etc., it would lead 
to great opportunities for harassment of the instructor. Also, since the filter 
of the fee has been eliminated and replaced by the chairman acting as a filter, 
we should allow that filter to operate efficiently by restricting the load by at 
least limiting re-evaluation to final grades. 


It was suggested that item number 5 should be changed to read within 
fourteen days of the final grade so that it is clear to everyone exactly what 
the fourteen day limit was. Also, if that was not-acceptable to-Senate, an 
alternative would be to change it to "fourteen curriculum days." 


It was wondered whether item number 2, in the case of a final grade, 
included the responsibility on the part of students to produce all materials 
which have been handed back to the students with evaluations on them. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that that was a separate point and was not what item 
number 2 says. However, it might very well be added if Senate feels it 
should be. There was general agreement that a sentence should be added to 
the effect that students who were appealing a final grade which may be 
based on material handed back months earlier, have the responsibility to 
produce that document. 


Concern was expressed over the possibility of the material which had been 
handed back being tampered with. 


It was pointed out that there was presently a regulation that required an 
instructor or department to keep final examinations for a minimum period of 
time and while that regulation was consistent with the intention of item 
number 2, it would nonetheless be advisable to include that as a reminder to 
instructors, so that it would be clear that the phrase "to see" did not mean 
"to give back". 


It was suggested that the phrase "to see" should include the right of students 
to be able to photocopy their final examinations in order to adequately 
prepare a case for presentation to the Appeal Committee. The intention was 
that the instructor or the department would photocopy the examination at the 
expense of the student. 


It was argued that the above suggestion presupposed the right of faculty 
members, possibly at the University's expense, to xerox every assignment 
handed in by students. 


It was argued that the understanding of the idea of photocopying was that it 
would only be done at the level of the Faculty Appeal Committee, and since 
it has already been suggested that item number 15 should be changed to say 
that the Faculty Appeal Committee could do as it saw fit, obviously that 
Committee could ask that a xerox copy of the final examination be made 
available to the student if so requested. Senate should not attempt to write 


legislation into this document (US-77-17-D21 covering every single 
possibility that could happen to any faculty member or any student. 


It was suggested that Senate should attempt to distinguish an informal 
process whereby students would have the right at any time during the year 
to question any mark that has been assigned. 


It was pointed out that the problem was not really around stage 1, but rather 
it was whether Senate was prepared to have a formal evaluation of partial 
grades in a course throughout the year. 


Responding to a question on the present state of items number 1, 2, and 3 
(DOC-US-77-17-D2), Dr. O'Brien advised that there were no changes to 
item number 1; on item number 2 there were no changes to the wording that 
was there but there was an addition of a sentence dealing with the 
responsibility of students to produce written material which they may have 
in their possession if they are asking for a re-evaluation in due course, and 
there was also a subject which has not received consensus, concerning the 
idea of the availability of xerox copies of material at the student's expense; 
and finally on item number 3 there did not appear to be any changes in the 
wording. 


The feeling was expressed that in view of the direction the debate has taken 
there seemed to be a need to change the wording in item number 3 by 
inserting the phrase "in the case of a final course grade", in the second 
sentence. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MOORE, THAT ITEMS 1, 2, AND 3, AS WRITTEN IN DOCUMENT 
US-77-17-D2, BE APPROVED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. O'CONNOR, SECONDED 
BY PROF. FROST, THAT THE SENTENCE -"THAT IN THE CASE OF 
AN APPEAL ON A FINAL GRADE, IT WAS THE RESPONSIBILITY 
OF STUDENTS TO SUBMIT ALL WRITTEN AND MARKED 
MATERIAL THAT HAS BEEN HANDED BACK BY THE 
INSTRUCTOR", BE ADDED TO ITEM NUMBER 2. 


The intent of the amendment was that corresponding to the right of students 
to see their examination papers and any marked material that had contributed 
to the grading of a course, was the responsibility on the part of the student 
to make available all work which had been evaluated and returned to the 
student in the duration of a course. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROBERTSON, SECONDED 
BY MR. HEDMANN, THAT ITEM NUMBER 2 BE CHANGED TO 
READ " ... TO SEE AND OBTAIN AT THEIR OWN EXPENSE A 
PHOTOCOPY OF THEIR EXAMINATION PAPERS 
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It was suggested that since it seemed to be the intention that this would 
happen specifically at the level of the Faculty Appeal Committee, we should 
postpone the debate on the amendment until we reach the item on the 
Faculty Appeal Committee in the document (US-77-17-D2). 


It was agreed that the amendment be voted on now. 
- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


Concerning item number 3, Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate of the amendment 
that has been suggested which would have the effect of limiting the second 
stage of re-evaluation to final grades. He asked if there were any other 
points that Senators wished to bring up around the first three items 
(DOC-US-77-17-D2). If not, when Senators returned from lunch, he would 
take an appropriately worded amendment to clarify that issue, but otherwise 
he would assume that Senate has dealt with the first part of document 
US-77-17-D2. 


It was strongly suggested that if students knew of any department where 
apparently there was an iron clad rule about no material being returned, they 
should approach the appropriate Vice-Rector and discuss that. It was felt 
that it would not be wise to put together a legal type, binding, definitive 
document when there was that kind of situation around. 

Senate adjourned for lunch at 12:30 p.m. 

The meeting resumed at 1:40 p.m. 


Academic Re-evaluation (Continued) 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that items 1 and 2 (DOC-US-77-17-D2) had 
been dealt with during the morning session. 


Item number 3 had also been discussed except that, in a situation which 
really looks forward to the second stage in re-evaluation described in item 
number 4 and in subsequent items, there was the possibility of inserting an 
amendment. The suggested wording -of the amendment was that the last 
sentence in item number 3 (DOC-US-77-17-D2) be changed to " ... they 
may, in the case of a final course grade, apply formally for re-evaluation". 
The effect of the amendment would be that at stage one, the discussion w1th 
the instructor would remain as is and would be open to all considerations, 
but the formal appeal could not be made until it was a matter of a final 
course grade. That is, at the second stage it would be at the end of the year 
or at the end of the term when the final course grade was available that an 
appeal could be taken to the Dean, to be sent to the Department Chairman, 
etc. etc. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED 
BY PROF. TITLER, MAT THE LAST SENTENCE IN ITEM NUMBER 3 
(DOC-US-77-17-D2) BE CHANGED TO " ... THEY MAY ON RECEPT 


OF A FINAL COURSE GRADE, APPLY FORMALLY FOR 
RE-EVALUATION." 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


It was agreed that items 1, 2, and 3 in document US-77-17-D2 had now 
been dealt with by Senate. 


It was pointed out that the existing regulations refer specifically to a final 
grade and a supplemental examination. It was explained that for purposes of 
re-evaluation, a supplemental examination was considered part of the final 
grade. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TITLER, SECONDED BY 
PROF. GROSS, THAT THE PHRASE " THE OFFICE OF THE 
FACULTY OR DIVISIONAL DEAN" IN ITEM NUMBER 4, BE 
CHANGED TO "THE'OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR". 


It was explained that the reason for the amendment was that it was felt that 
the Registrar was in a better position than anyone else to handle the flow of 
paper involved in re-evaluation and to make sure that copies get wherever 
they are supposed to go. Also, it was conceivable that a student in a 
particular Division or Faculty may appeal a course in another Division or 
Faculty and the student's chairman has a right to know what was going on, 
as well as the chairman of the department in which the appeal was launched. 
This ought to be handled above the level of Divisional or Faculty offices and 
the place to handle this was the Office of the Registrar. 


It was further suggested that there were certain times during the academic 
year when the problems that arise as a result of an appeal could best be 
handled and expedited by the Registrar. An example of this would be an 
appeal launched close to the time of Graduation. 


It was stated that it had been argued that the department chairman should be 
notified and it was wondered therefore why the appeal should not be 
launched in the chairman's office as opposed to the office of the Divisional 
or Faculty Dean or the office of the Registrar. 


It was argued that there were some faculty members whose reactions to 
student appeals was that they should perhaps be shoved under the carpet or 
not treated very seriously. If the appeal was sent to the department chairman 
and not any higher, it was conceivable that that could happen and that would 
be a miscarriage of the appelant procedure intended in document 
US-77-17-D2. If the appeal is sent either to the office of the Dean or the 
Registrar there is a sense of having served notice to authorities or powers 
above the department level and faculty members, however intransigent they 
may be about the whole idea of student appeals, will have to take it 
seriously. 


It was argued that having the bulk of requests coming into a central office 
would tend of prolong the allowable time period for submitting appeals, 


which would not be the case if they were spread among the Divisional or 
Faculty Deans. 


The feeling was expressed that if the appeals were to be submitted to the 
office of the Divisional or Faculty Dean, considerable confusion could arise 
in the mind of a student as to exactly which office the appeal should be 
made, particularly if the student was taking a double major in two 
departments in two different Divisions and was appealing a grade in an 
elective course outside his own Faculty. 


It was also pointed out that if the appeals were to be submitted to the Office 
of the Dean, considering the two campus operation, this would involve 
eight different offices. Further, insofar as the department chairmen offices 
were concerned, potentially there would be over seventy different locations 
involved. This would only add to the confusion. On the other hand, using 
the Registrar's office on each campus would make more sense from the 
student's point of view. These offices are open and geared to handle this 
kind of thing having done so as expeditiously as possible for years. 


Dr. O'Brien felt that appeals could be handled either by the Registrar's 
Office or the Office of the Dean but he shared some of the doubts that had 
been expressed about using the department chairmen offices. The key 
difficulty was that in many cases they had minimal administrative back up 
and facilities for handling appeals. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the idea of substituting the office of the Registrar 
would reappear in other sections of document US-77-17-D2 and we would 
make the necessary changes in procedures that follow from the amendment 
without actually re-debating the issue each and every time. 


The feeling was expressed that the Dean as well as the department chairman 
should be advised that an appeal has been made, even though at this point 
the Dean was not officially involved. 


it was explained that if there was a problem involving personalities which 
could not be resolved at the department level, it should be brought to the 
attention of the office of the Dean where there was a possibility of resolving 
the problem before it reached the Appeal Committee stage. That possibility 
would not exist if the office of the Dean was not notified that an appeal had 
been submitted. 


It was suggested that a copy of the appeal should go directly from the 
Registrar's Office to the chairman but that an information copy should be 
sent to the office of the Dean so that the Dean was made aware of the level 
and types of appeals being handled. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it has been decided that for various reasons the 
Registrar's Office can best receive the applications and look after the 
paperwork. What was now being debated was whether or not there was any 


role for the Dean in the second stage in the appeal process. It was being 
argued that if the answer to that question is no, there was no particular 
reason to even send a copy of the appeal to the office of the Dean. The 
Registrar will follow up with the Department Chairman and make sure that 
an answer comes back and only if a dissatisfied student appeals at the third 
stage would the Dean become involved. 


An alternative point of view was that although the Registrar would look 
after the paperwork, the Dean would have two possible roles at this point. 
One was to discern a pattern or problem where a particular department was 
receiving more than an acceptable number of appeals and the Dean would 
look into that. The other suggestion was that the Dean, without usurping the 
work of the department chairman, should take a continuing interest in the 
way the system was operating and should therefore be informed, be 
involved and inquire or make spot checks from time to time, or whatever 
may seem to be appropriate. 


It was suggested that the Dean should receive a copy of the appeal and that 
the decision on the grade following a re-read or the decision not to have a 
re-read should go back through the Dean to the Registrar. In that way, the 
Dean would be fully informed of decisions that have been taken and at that 
point it would become the responsibility of the Dean as to whether or not the 
appeal should go forward to the next level. 


It was argued that the above procedure would not expedite the re-evaluation 
of anyone's paper and it would only cause a delay exceeding twenty-one 
days. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that in general what was being suggested was that the 
Dean should be informed but would not be made a link in the structure at 
this point. In many cases the Dean would do nothing except be informed but 
he has the information to act if that would seem to serve any purpose. 


It was explained that the original intention of the Engineering Faculty 
Council insofar as the role of the Dean was concerned was that if some kind 
of pattern emerges which indicates that something was basically wrong in a 
particular department, the Dean would be able to step in at that point. That 
would be made possible by having the information coming into the Dean's 
Office. 


The following question was put to the Senators. 

"DOES SENATE BELIEVE THAT THE OFFICE OF THE DEAN 
SHOULD BE INFORMED AT THE SECOND STAGE OF THE 
RE-EVALUATION PROCESS (DOC-US-77-17-D2)?" 

- MOTION CARRIED - 

Responding to a question concerning item number 6 (DOC-US-77-17-D2), 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the motion just passed meant that the second 
sentence would be changed to indicate that the Office of the Dean would be 


informed but the responsibility for ensuring that all procedures are properly 
followed would be passed over to the Registrar. 


It was wondered whether the power to extend the fourteen day time limit in 
item number 5 would now rest with the Registrar. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, advised that the practice has been that 
such extensions have been granted in consultation between the Dean and the 
Registrar. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the responsibility has to be put in one place or the 
other, otherwise it would only create confusion. In this system the 
responsibility was being placed in the office of the Registrar. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROBERTSON, SECONDED 
BY MR. HEDMANN, THAT ITEM NUMBER 5 BE CHANGED TO "AN 
APPLICATION MUST BE MADE WITHIN TWENTY-ONE DAYS OF 
THE OFFICIAL RELEASE OF THE FINAL GRADE". 


It was explained that the twenty-one days referred to the formal application, 
which meant that the student had already consulted with the instructor. It 
also meant particularly at the end of the year, that the student would have to 
consult with the instructor fairly quickly after the marks have been 
determined. 


It was argued that by extending the time period to twenty-one days we 
would be moving the total period within which an appeal must be carried 
from the presently proposed eight weeks to an even more concerned nine 
weeks from the posting of the official grades. It was felt that it would be 
most difficult to deal with an appeal in the final stage after nine weeks. 


It was explained that the reason for the proposed amendment was because 
of problems with the mail and it was stated that there were some students 
who still have not received grades for courses taken during the past Summer 
Session. 


It was argued however, that that would constitute an exceptional 
circumstance which was already covered in item number 5. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Responding to a question concerning the status of the debate, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that the discussion has been fluctuating between item number 4 and 
item number 10 on page | of document US-77-17-D2. He suggested that 
Senate should now consider the individual items and he advised that unless 
there were specific amendments on each of the items it would be assumed 
that the item was acceptable to Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. AKIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
VERTHUY, THAT ITEM NUMBER 4, AS PREVIOUSLY AMENDED, 
BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
AKIN, THAT ITEM NUMBER 5, AS PREVIOUSLY AMENDED, BE 
APPROVED. 


It was explained that the amendments were twenty-one days of the official 
release of the final grade and "This delay may be extended by the Registrar 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
AKIN, THAT ITEM NUMBER 6, AS PREVIOUSLY AMENDED, BE 
APPROVED. 


It was explained that the amendment essentially was to substitute "the 
Registrar" for "the Dean" and vice versa. It was pointed out that these 
changes were the result of previous decisions. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Concerning item number 7 (DOC-US-77-17-D2), it was suggested that this 
be changed to "the department chairman will so inform the instructor and 
endeavor to meet with the student and the instructor", it being felt that the 
instructor was entitled to know before the chairman makes a decision, that 
an appeal has been received. 


The feeling was expressed that Senate had previously agreed that there 
would be no decision by anyone concerning the frivolity of an appeal and it 
should not be left to the discretion of the chairman to decide whether there is 
cause to re-evaluate or not to re-evaluate. If a student has submitted a formal 
appeal for re-evaluation and a re-evaluation should take place, the instructor 
should be so informed. As item number 7 was presently written, there 
would be all kinds of appeals against the decision of the chairman that there 
would or would not be a re-evaluation. 


It was explained that the intent was that the chairman was not supposed to 
decide whether there should be a re-evaluation or not, but rather to try to 
determine if, in addition to re-evaluation, there was a problem, for example, 
with the method of grading. If the decision is for re-evaluation, one route 
would be taken and if it concerns the method of grading, another route 
would be taken. 


It was suggested that the wording should be changed to " ... the chairman 
will decide whether the case requires re-evaluation of the work and/or 
investigation of the method of grading". 


It was suggested that items 7 and 8 and the first line in item number 9, be 
deleted. 


It was explained that since Senate has changed the Office of the Faculty or 
Divisional Dean to Office of the Registrar in item number 4, these items 
were no longer applicable to the document (US-77-17-D2) and once the 
formal application has been received by the Registrar the re-evaluation must 
proceed. 


It was also explained that the role of the department chairman was defined in 
the second part of item number 9 which states "the department chairman will 
choose the re-evaluator or investigator, or establish a committee ". 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY 
MR. CUMBERBATCH, THAT ITEMS 7, 8, AND 9 BE REPLACED BY 
- "ON RECEIPT OF THE APPLICATION, THE DEPARTMENT 
CHAIRMAN WILL CHOOSE THE RE-EVALUATOR OR 
INVESTIGATOR, OR ESTABLISH A COMMITTEE AND INFORM 
THE INSTRUCTOR, THE STUDENT AND THE DEAN OF THE 
COURSE OF ACTION TO BE FOLLOWED". 


Responding to a question concerning the committee, Dr. O'Brien explained 
that the idea occurred because of a view expressed in the Steering 
Committee that it should be possible to have a committee at this stage in the 
re-evaluation process. 


A SUB-AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, 
SECONDED BY MR. GLADSTONE, THAT THE WORDS "OR 
ESTABLISH A COMMITTEE" BE DELETED. 


It was argued that the committee should be retained in order to give the 
department chairman the widest possible choice in resolving a touchy issue 
by being able to involve more people in the decision. 


It was argued that any committee involves time, that there already was a 
committee built into the system at a later stage, that the department chairman 
has the full confidence of the department, and that a committee was not 
needed. 


The was expressed that it would be far better for a decision concerning an 
instructor to be made by a representational group from the department rather 
than by a single individual. 


- THE SUB-AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED - 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Concerning item number 10 (DOC-US-77-17-D2), it was explained that 
"the Office of the Dean" was changed to "Office of the Registrar". 


It was felt, however, that the phrase should really be "receipt of the 
application by the department chairman". 


It was argued that twenty-one days were too long and normally reevaluation 
or investigation should be completed within a week of receipt of the 
application by the chairman. 


However, the feeling was expressed that in certain cases it would be 
difficult to find competent re-readers, and in some cases, we may have to go 
outside the University and we will find that limiting this period to a week 
would be unworkable. 


It was stated that there was one view that expresses a desire for expedition 
in the appeals procedure and another which expresses a desire for 
competence. It was suggested that these views were not mutually exclusive 
and we could join the spirit of these views by using the phrase "within 
seven days where feasible”. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that item number 10 be moved as written and then 
amendments could be made. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. O'CONNOR, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT ITEM NUMBER 10 (DOC-US-77-17-D2) BE 
APPROVED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. HEDMANN, SECONDED 
BY PROF. O'CONNOR, THAT THE WORDS " BY THE OFFICE OF 
THE DEAN" BE CHANGED TO "BY THE DEPARTMENT 
CHAIRMAN". 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED 


Dr. O'Brien asked if there were any amendments concerning the twenty-one 
day time period. No amendments were presented. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AS AMENDED AND WAS CARRIED 


Concerning item number 11, it was pointed out that the words "or the 
committee" and also "and the Registrar" should be included in the first 
sentence. 


It was explained that "the office of the Dean" was not being deleted from the 
sentence, but rather, "the Registrar" was being added. 


It was also suggested that since the department chairman would inform the 
student, the instructor, the Dean, and the Registrar of the steps to be taken, 
the last sentence was no longer necessary. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. AKIN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT ITEM NUMBER 11 (DOC-US-77-17-D2), BE 
APPROVED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. HEDMANN, SECONDED 
BY PROF. AKIN, THAT THE WORDS "OR THE COMMITTEE" AND 
"AND THE OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR" BE ADDED TO THE FIRST 
SENTENCE. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


It was suggested that the last sentence in item number 11 be deleted, it being 
explained that by virtue of the amendment to items 7, 8, and 9, the chairman 
had already informed the student, the instructor, and the Dean, and therefore 
the last sentence was no longer necessary. 


However, it was pointed out that the amendment to items 7, 8, and 9, 
required the department chairman to inform only of the course of action 
decided upon and not the names of the re-evaluator, investigator, or 
committee members. 


It was explained that if the sentence was left in, it should also include the 
names of the committee members. 


It was suggested that it would be preferable to have this explicitly stated 
earlier in the document. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that if desirable, it could be proposed that the last 
sentence in item number 11, appropriately re-written, be transferred to the 
earlier section of the document (US-77-17-D2). 


It was argued that the name of the re-evaluator, or investigator, or the 
committee members, must be made known otherwise it would not be 
known to whom the documents should be submitted. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY MR. HEDMANN, THAT THE LAST SENTENCE IN 
ITEM NUMBER 11, INCLUDING "THE NAMES. OF THE 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS", BE TRANSFERRED TO THAT SECTION 
OF THE REEVALUATION PROCEDURES WHICH REQUIRES THE 
DEPARTMENT CHAIRMAN TO INFORM OF THE COURSE OF 
ACTION TO BE TAKEN (AMENDMENT TO ITEMS 7, 8, AND 9). 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 

The feeling was expressed that the word "findings" in the first sentence of 
item number 11, might be interpreted in the future to mean a detailed report 
and it would be preferable to change it to either "result" or "decision". 


It was agreed to change the word "findings" to "decision". 


- THE MOTION, AS AMENDED AND CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON 
AND WAS CARRIED - 


With respect to item number 12, it was pointed out that the last two lines 
were no longer applicable. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BORDAN, THAT ITEM - NUMBER 12 BE AMENDED TO READ - 
"THE STUDENT AND THE INSTRUCTOR HAVE A RIGHT OF 
APPEAL AGAINST THE DECISION REFERRED TO IN ITEM 
NUMBER 11". 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Concerning item number 13, it was suggested that a time limit should be 
included, otherwise, as written it was open ended. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY PROF. AKIN, 
THAT ITEM NUMBER 13 (DOC-US-77-17-D2) BE APPROVED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. BRIKIS, SECONDED BY 
PROF. AKIN, THAT THE PHRASE "WITHIN FOURTEEN DAYS OF 
THE MAILING OF THE DECISION TO THE STUDENT AND THE 
INSTRUCTOR" BE ADDED TO THE FIRST SENTENCE IN ITEM 
NUMBER 13. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


- THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Concerning item number 14, it was wondered why there should be a 
standing committee as opposed to a different committee for each appeal. 


It was explained that this was a responsibility that would occur at a certain 
period of time each year and it would be preferable to identify in a given 
year, a group of people who would be willing to undertake this 
responsibility. 


It was also explained that because the schedule implies that it would be 
during the months of May, June, and July, that the appeals would be 
lodged, there would be no meeting of a Faculty Council to set up a special 
committee after an appeal had been received. There would therefore, have to 
be a committee already in existence, made up of individuals who would be 
prepared to hear such appeals in the month of July. 


An alternative suggestion was that there could be a list of students and 
faculty members submitted for Faculty Council approval at the beginning of 
the academic year and the appeals committees could be established from this 
list as required. 


It was suggested that some of the agonies of establishing the Faculty Appeal 
Committees should be left to the various Faculty Councils, that is, it should 
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be up to Faculty Councils to decide how they were going to set up their 
committees. 


Remaining Agenda Items 


Dr. O'Brien advised that a question had arisen concerning the items of 
business for the remainder of the meeting. It was obvious that Senate was at 
least going to continue with and complete the discussion on Academic 
Re-evaluation. 


It was his strong opinion that Senate would not wish to take up the item on 
Conduct during Examinations and Plagiarism by the time it finishes with 
document US-77-17-D2. 


Concerning the Proposal on Honourable Conduct submitted by the 
Engineering Faculty Council, Senate was advised that while it could be 
discussed today, it was tied in so closely with the whole question of 
cheating that it was unlikely that Senate would be able to complete the 
discussion on it. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the only way that the Proposal on Honourable 
Conduct could be brought forward at this time would be as a particular 
arrangement, by exception and on a short term basis, for the Faculty of 
Engineering, pending the settlement of the larger question on Conduct 
during Examinations. He proposed that Senate consider the item, with a 
fifteen-minute time limit. 


He advised that item VIII, a) concerning Academic Regulations for 
Combined Degree Programme in Building Engineering should be brief. 
However, the Report from the Library Committee was an important item 
and the question that Senate really had to face was were we prepared to 
discuss that item later this afternoon. 


It was proposed that the Report from the Library Committee be put over 
until the January meeting of Senate and that it be placed at the top of the 
agenda. 


The feeling was expressed that considering the lateness of the hour and the 
fact that some Senators have already left the meeting, it might be better to 
delay discussion to the January meeting when there would be a fuller 
representation from the various Faculties of the University. 


Senate agreed not to take up the Report from the Library Committee at this 
meeting and that consideration would be given to placing it as a priority item 
on the January 1978 agenda. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed apologies on behalf of Senate to all non-Senators 
who had come to the meeting specifically for discussion of the Library 
Report. 
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Academic Re-evaluation (continued) 


Returning to the discussion on item number 14, document US-77-17-D2, 
Dr. O'Brien explained that the effect of this item as it was written, would be 
to leave to -the Faculty Council the membership of the committee and if 
Senate wished it to be otherwise it would have to add certain membership 
requirements to the document. 


The feeling was expressed that Senate should set out same uniform 
principles to be followed by the Faculty Appeal Committee and leave the 
composition and mandate to the various Faculty Councils to determine, it 
being argued that there should be an element of consistency in the 
Committees across the University. 


It was argued that the various Faculties within the University were not 
uniform in terms of objectives, the means which they may use to achieve 
those objectives, nor in the composition of faculty and students. Further, 
there were no committees of Faculty Councils known that have standards 
imposed on them by Senate as to how they were to be constituted, apart 
from certain qualifications on the type of people who could serve on those 
committees. This would be a very dangerous precedent for Senate to start. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that Senate could, if it wished, set down certain 
standards, but the question really was how Senate wished to deal with this 
issue. He wondered if someone was prepared to move item number 14 
(DOC-US-77-17-D2) as written in order to get the matter on the table and he 
would then receive any amendments that anyone wished to make. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DESPLAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT ITEM NUMBER 14 (DOC-US-77-17-D2) BE 
APPROVED. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


With respect to item number 15, Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that there had 
been an earlier suggestion that instead of spelling out one of the things that a 
Faculty Appeal Committee could do, it would be preferable to simply say 
that a Faculty Appeal Committee may deal with the matter as it sees fit. The 
intention of the suggestion was to broaden the entire operation. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DESPLAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT ITEM NUMBER 15 (DOC-US-77-17-D2), BE 
CHANGED TO - "A FACULTY APPEAL COMMITTEE MAY DEAL 
WITH THE MATTER AS IT SEES FIT." 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 


COHEN, THAT ITEM NUMBER 16 (DOC-US-77-17-D2), BE 
APPROVED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROBERTSON, SECONDED 
BY MR. HEDMANN, THAT ITEM NUMBER 16 BE CHANGED TO 
READ - "INITIALLY A FACULTY APPEAL COMMITTEE WILL BE 
COMPOSED EQUALLY OF FACULTY AND STUDENT MEMBERS. 
THIS GROUP WILL THEN CHOOSE A CHAIRMAN FROM OUTSIDE 
THEIR NUMBER. THE ACTUAL PROCEDURES OF EACH APPEAL 
COMMITTEE WILL BE DETERMINED BY THE APPROPRIATE 
FACULTY COUNCIL." 


It was explained that the amendment means that Faculty Councils could 
establish committees of one student and one professor, two students and 
two professors, or three students and three professors, etc. This group will 
then select a chairman from outside its members, which means that the 
committee will consist of an odd number of people. 


It was argued that one problem with the amendment had to do with the time 
when appeals would be made. It was wondered whether it would be 
practical to make the function of the committee dependent on a large number 
of students particularly at a time. of year when there would not be all that 
many students around. 


It was explained that the point had been made earlier that these standing 
committees would be established long before the school term ended and if 
people were going to sit on these committees, they should be willing to 
make sure that the-committees function. If someone was not prepared to be 
available during the summer months, they should not accept the 
appointment. 


The feeling was expressed that once an appeal reached this level it means 
that a student was alleging that a professor was biased, had discriminated 
against the student, or was incompetent, and to that extent, the professor 
was on trial. It was argued that anyone on trial should be tried by his peers 
and therefore the Faculty Appeal Committee should only be made up of 
faculty members. 


While it was agreed that anyone on trial should be tried by his peers, it was 
argued that the regulations stated specifically that either the student or the 
professor could launch an appeal against any decision made at the 
departmental level and since there could be two parties in front of a Faculty 
Appeal Committee, the Committee should be made up of both students and 
faculty. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. O'CONNOR, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT ITEM NUMBER 17 (DOC-US-77-17-D2), BE 
APPROVED. 
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It was agreed that the following sentence be added to item number 17: 


THE COMMITTEE WILL INFORM THE STUDENT, THE 
INSTRUCTOR, THE DEPARTMENT CHAIRMAN, THE DEAN, AND 
THE REGISTRAR, OF THE DECISION. 


- THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. AKIN, 
THAT ITEM NUMBER 18 (DOC-US-77-17-D2) BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien advised that Senate had now approved a set of regulations on 
Academic Re-evaluation and an attempt would be made to edit from the 
record of today's meeting, a final and formal version of these regulations 
which would be deposited with Senate for information as soon as it was 
available. 


Concerning the date of implementation, Dr. O'Brien advised that there were 
two alternatives. One was to implement the regulations for this coming May 
with the disadvantage that it would not have been promulgated and available 
in the Announcement. The other alternative and what was more usually 
done, was to make it effective for the next academic year, that was, for the 
summer session. While it would not be in the new Announcement, which 
had already gone to press, nonetheless, it would be possible to promulgate 
it in various fashions. Also, in that case, it would not have any retroactive 
effect in terms of courses which students were already registered in. 


It was wondered whether this would mean that students on the Sir George 
Williams campus would still have to pay the $10.00 re-read fee. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that that was another issue that Senate should decide 
upon. In a sense it was logical that if there was a change in these matters, all 
of the changes should be effective on the same date. He assumed that if the 
regulations were promulgated for the summer session, any change in fees 
would become effective for the summer session. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. AKIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
O'CONNOR, THAT THE REGULATIONS ON ACADEMIC 
RE-EVALUATION BECOME EFFECTIVE FOR THE 1978 SUMMER 
SESSION. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


77-17-14 IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TITLER, SECONDED BY MR. 
ROBERTSON, THAT SENATE RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THAT THE $10-00 RE-READING FEE BE 
ABOLISHED. 
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- MOTION CARRIED - 


Proposal on Honourable Conduct 


Concerning the Engineering Faculty Council Proposal on Honourable 
Conduct, Dr. O'Brien advised that this was contained in document 
US-77-17-D4. He explained that Senators have already had the same 
document as part of the general documentation on these questions but it 
seemed to be preferable to-separate it out and present it to Senate as a 
separate issue. 


He advised that the proposal was to establish in the Faculty of Engineering a 
certain procedure to deal with cases of cheating. In general, it was in many 
ways similar to the existing Sir George Williams procedures, but it differed 
in certain respects, most notably around the Committee on Honourable 
Conduct approach which was outlined in the document. 


Senate had not yet considered the regulations for cheating and Dr. O'Brien 
suggested that it would probably be very difficult to approve the 
Engineering proposal on a permanent basis because that would prejudice 
what Senate might see fit to enact for the University in general in this area. 
What might be appropriate, if Senate saw fit, would be to approve the 
Engineering Faculty Council proposal on Honourable Conduct on an 
interim basis for the present year or until the enactment of University 
regulations in this area. 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the proposal from the Engineering 
Faculty Council on Honourable Conduct (DOC-US-77-17-D4). 


He emphasized that the intention was that the proposal be adopted on an 
interim basis until such time as Senate approves new regulations for 
cheating and plagiarism. He also pointed out that at the end of the process 
under the existing Sir George Williams regulations the student had the right 
to appeal to Senate and the Engineering Faculty Council was not proposing 
that the right be taken away. 


Essentially what was being proposed was that in the Faculty of 
Engineering, instead of having the option of being heard by the Dean or by 
a committee, it now be made mandatory that the case be heard by a 
committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY MR. 
GLADSTONE, THAT THE COMMITTEE ON HONOURABLE 
CONDUCT AS SET OUT IN DOCUMENT US-77-17-D4 BE 
APPROVED, WITH THE UNDERSTANDING THAT THE PROPOSAL 
WOULD REPLACE THE REFERENCES TO THE DEAN OR 
COMMITTEE AND THE PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED BY THE 
DEAN OR COMMITTEE WHICH WERE IN THE CURRENT SIR 
GEORGE WILLIAMS REGULATIONS AND ALSO WITH THE 
UNDERSTANDING THAT IT BE AN INTERIM MEASURE UNTIL 


SUCH TIME AS SENATE HAS PRONOUNCED ITSELF ON THE 
OVERALL QUESTION OF CHEATING AND PLAGIARISM. 


It was explained that a debate on cheating has been going on in the Faculty 
of Engineering since last March and Senate was only seeing, in a sense, the 
tip of the iceberg, that stringent regulations concerning invigilation of 
mid-term examinations were passed by the Faculty Council last October, 
and that the idea of a panel was a student concept. 


Concerning a proposal from the Engineering Faculty Council that the sole 
penalty for cheating be expulsion from the University 
(DOC-US-77-17-D3), Prof. Giguere explained that that sanction should, as 
much as possible, be disassociated from the proposal on Honourable 
Conduct (DOC-US-77-17-D4). Also, he did not wish that Senate would be 
left with the impression that the Committee on Honourable Conduct would 
apply as the sole sanction for cheating, expulsion of a student from the 
University. Further, there has been a very strong move primarily on the part 
of students in the Faculty of Engineering, to deal much more effectively 
with cheating that has been done in the past. He emphasized that the 
proposal had been approved in principle, that was, the Faculty Council 
wished to convey to Senate the fact that it takes a very strong position on the 
whole question of cheating. Insofar as the proposed Committee on 
Honourable Conduct (DOC-US-77-17-D4) was concerned, if it should find 
a particular student guilty of cheating the Committee should stick to the 
spirit of the sanctions that presently exist. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the two proposals were completely separate. The 
resolution concerning the sanction of expulsion for cheating 
(DOC-US-77-17-D3) was a resolution directed to Senate in the context of 
Senate's general debate on cheating which was expected to take place in the 
second term. The proposal concerning the Committee on Honourable 
Conduct (DOC-US-77-17-D4) was in fact a proposal that fits within the 
existing Sir George Williams structure and retains all of the Sir George 
Williams sanctions whatever they may be. Essentially, it was a proposal that 
substitutes for the present provision of a hearing either by the Dean or by a 
committee, a hearing by the particular kind of committee described in 
document US-77-17-D4. 


It was suggested that the Engineering Faculty Council proposal on 
Honourable Conduct (DOC-US-77-17-D4) should be seriously considered 
now by Senate rather than receiving it again as a proposition only after we 
have gone through the previous documents in cheating and plagiarism. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that that kind of motion would be perfectly in order at 
the next Senate meeting when the items on cheating and plagiarism would 
be discussed. However, at the moment, what was before Senate was a 
much more limited question and one which was without prejudice to the 
broad question of University regulations in these areas. 


It was explained that at the moment the Dean has the right to set up a 
committee and the Engineering Faculty Council was saying in effect that 


they did not want that but rather they wished Council to have control over 
the committee structure. 


Adjournment 


77-17-16 A question was raised concerning the quorum and the meeting was 
adjourned at 4:10 p.m. for lack of a quorum. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


JN/LB 


